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serious and supportive way at that 
time, the supercommittee may well 
have succeeded. But he was busy. He 
was campaigning and, I would argue, 
undermining the process instead. 

But even after the supercommittee 
failed, Republicans continued to work 
to find another way to achieve these 
spending cuts. We repeatedly called for 
replacing the sequester with smarter 
cuts rather than tax hikes, according 
to the original pact. House Republicans 
actually passed two bills to do just 
that. But again, instead of engaging 
with us, the President just set up more 
roadblocks. For more than 1 year, he 
resisted and dismissed every Repub-
lican attempt at a compromise. He re-
fused to offer any kind of reasonable 
alternative, and he even threatened to 
veto other proposals aimed at averting 
the sequester. 

Now here we are, with the President 
presenting the country with two op-
tions: Armageddon or a tax hike. Well, 
it is a false choice, and he knows it, 
but the President is a master at cre-
ating the impression of chaos as an ex-
cuse for government action—do noth-
ing, fan the flames of catastrophe, and 
then claim the only way out is more 
government in the form of higher 
taxes. 

Look, the choice we face isn’t be-
tween the sequester and tax hikes. Re-
member, we are only talking about 
cutting 2 to 3 percent of the budget. 
Any business owner or middle-class 
parent will tell you it is completely ri-
diculous to think Washington can’t 
find a better way to cut 2 or 3 percent 
of the Federal budget at a time when 
we are $16 trillion in debt. Every single 
working American had to figure out 
how to make ends meet with 2 percent 
less in their paychecks just last month 
when the payroll tax holiday expired. 
Are you telling me Washington can’t 
do the same? It is absurd. It is utterly 
absurd. 

There is no reason in the world these 
cuts need to fall on essential services 
or emergency responders. After all, 
even with the sequester, Washington 
will be spending more than when Presi-
dent Obama got here. We are only talk-
ing about cutting one-tenth of what 
the President spent on the stimulus 
bill. Enough. Enough. 

Step 1 in this process of getting to a 
serious solution is to end the White 
House’s denial of historical reality. We 
are starting to get there, slowly but 
surely. More important, though, is the 
next step, and that is when the Presi-
dent and his Democratic allies actually 
come to the table and negotiate in a se-
rious way, without gimmicks and with-
out games, on how best to reduce 
Washington spending. So let’s shelve 
the tax hikes and the endless cam-
paigning. 

Finally, I think there is an even larg-
er point to be made. The President has 
been going around warning of utter 
chaos if the sequester takes effect. 
While I agree that those cuts could be 
made in a much smarter way and I 

don’t like the fact that they fall dis-
proportionately on defense, what does 
it say about the size of government 
that we can’t cut it by 2 or 3 percent 
without inviting disaster? Doesn’t that 
really make our point? Hasn’t govern-
ment gotten too big if just cutting the 
overall budget by a couple of percent-
age points could have that kind of an 
impact? Personally, I don’t believe the 
world will end if the President’s se-
quester takes effect, but our country 
would be much better served if the 
Democrats who run Washington would 
get off the campaign trail and work 
with us to trim the budget in a more 
rational way. 

Americans are tired of the manufac-
tured crises. I know my constituents in 
Kentucky are. It is simply time. They 
want us to work together, and Repub-
licans are ready to do just that. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. REID. Would the Chair announce 

the business of the day. 
f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

NOMINATION OF CHARLES TIM-
OTHY HAGEL TO BE SECRETARY 
OF DEFENSE 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will proceed to executive ses-
sion to consider the following nomina-
tion, which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Department of Defense, Nomination of 

Charles Timothy Hagel, of Nebraska, to be 
Secretary. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the mo-
tion to proceed to the motion to recon-
sider the vote by which cloture was not 
invoked on the nomination is agreed to 
and the motion to reconsider is agreed 
to. 

Under the previous order, the time 
until 12 noon will be equally divided in 
the usual form. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I believe 
the business before the Senate now is 
the vote on the reconsideration of the 
motion to end debate on the Hagel 
nomination. Is that correct? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I believe 
it is now time for us to vote on the 
Hagel nomination. 

Mr. INHOFE. Excuse me. Would the 
Senator from Michigan yield for a 
question? 

Mr. LEVIN. Of course. 
MR. INHOFE. It is my understanding 

that we have equally divided our time 
between now and noon. That is about 1 
hour 40 minutes. I ask unanimous con-

sent, on the Republican side, that I be 
given the first 10 minutes and the last 
15 minutes of our Republican time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, it is now 
time for us to vote up or down on the 
nomination, for many reasons. 

The nomination has been before us 
for an adequate length of time for us to 
get the information our colleagues 
have asked for, but also there is the 
looming fact of sequestration. We need 
to have a Secretary of Defense who is 
not only in office but whose leadership 
is not in limbo but is there. Our troops 
need it. Their families need it. Our 
country needs it. 

As of today we have 66,000 military 
personnel in harm’s way in Afghani-
stan. The President of Afghanistan has 
just directed the United States to re-
move its special operations forces from 
a key Afghan province. Our military 
faces key decisions about the pace of 
the drawdown between now and the end 
of 2014, the size and composition of a 
residual force, and the terms and con-
ditions for the ongoing presence in Af-
ghanistan of the United States and our 
coalition partners after 2014. 

At the same time we face new and 
growing threats elsewhere, including 
the ongoing threat posed by Iran’s nu-
clear weapons program and the increas-
ingly destructive civil war in Syria, 
with the risk that that conflict could 
result in the loss of control over that 
country’s substantial stockpile of 
chemical weapons. There is also the 
growing instability in other countries 
affected by the Arab spring; the growth 
of al-Qaida affiliates in ungoverned re-
gions, including parts of Yemen, Soma-
lia, north Africa; and the continued un-
predictable behavior of the nuclear- 
armed regime in North Korea. 

We face these challenges at a time 
when the Department of Defense budg-
et is under unique pressure as a result 
of cuts previously agreed upon by Con-
gress, the budgeting by continuing res-
olution, and the impending threat of a 
sequester. These across-the-board cuts 
will affect Defense and just about every 
other agency we have. Those cuts are 
going to be disastrous in many ways. I 
hope we can still find ways to avoid 
them, but as of right now the threat of 
a sequester is a real one. It is within a 
few days. 

The Department of Defense has al-
ready instituted civilian hiring freezes, 
reduced or eliminated temporary and 
term employees, deferred facilities 
maintenance, and begun canceling or 
postponing the maintenance of ships, 
aircraft, and ground vehicles. In the 
next few days, the Department will 
begin to implement additional actions, 
including furloughs for most civilian 
employees, cutbacks in flying hours, 
steaming hours and other military 
training, and cancellation of contracts. 
And those contracts, when they are 
cancelled, have major costs to the 
Treasury. Those are not savings, ex-
cept in the short term, perhaps. But in 
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the long term, we not only lose the 
equipment and the product of the con-
tracts, but we also have these cancella-
tion costs which will hit the Treasury. 

The result of these looming cuts is 
truly devastating and it is serious. For 
example, the Army informs us that if 
sequestration continues through the 
end of the fiscal year, two-thirds of its 
brigade combat teams will fall below 
acceptable readiness levels. The Air 
Force says it will not be able to sup-
port requirements outside of Afghani-
stan and will experience significant 
degradation in its airdrop and refueling 
capabilities. The Navy says the Nimitz 
and the George H.W. Bush carrier strike 
groups will not be ready for scheduled 
deployments later this year, resulting 
in an indefinite extension of the Tru-
man and Eisenhower deployments, with 
the resulting impact on morale and re-
tention. 

Hundreds of Department of Defense 
investment programs, acquisition pro-
grams, and research and development 
projects may become unexecutable be-
cause we have insufficient funds to 
enter needed contracts. By the end of 
the summer, the Department of De-
fense says it will be unable to pay its 
TRICARE bills and will be in a position 
of having to deny that critical health 
care service to military members, fam-
ilies, and retirees. 

Our men and women in uniform need 
a Secretary of Defense to lead them 
through these difficult challenges. 
They need a Secretary of Defense to de-
fend their interests in the budget bat-
tles we know are about to come. They 
need a Secretary of Defense to speak 
out and ensure that Congress and the 
country understand the consequences 
of sequester and, if the sequester can-
not be avoided, to help them avoid the 
worst of those consequences and to end 
the impacts as quickly as possible. 
Now, as much as anytime in the recent 
past, is not a time when we can afford 
to leave the Department of Defense 
with leadership that is in limbo. 

Information has been requested, ap-
propriately, by colleagues about the 
nominee. Information has been pro-
vided to the best of the nominee’s abil-
ity. This information falls into two 
categories: requests for Senator 
Hagel’s speeches and requests for addi-
tional financial disclosure. 

With regard to the speeches, Senator 
Hagel and his team have conducted an 
exhaustive review and have provided us 
with all of the speeches available to 
them—not only the prepared state-
ments requested in our committee 
questionnaire but also transcripts and 
even videos of speeches he has been 
able to obtain from outside sources. 
Before the recess, I placed in the 
RECORD links to several other speeches 
that had surfaced on the Internet. 

In recent days, Senator Hagel has re-
ceived additional requests for speeches 
in the exclusive control of the Wash-
ington Speakers Bureau and for access 
to his senatorial archives at the Uni-
versity of Nebraska. 

On the first point, the Washington 
Speakers Bureau has informed Senator 
Hagel and the Department of Defense 
that all speeches given under its aus-
pices are ‘‘private, off the record, and 
not recorded’’—except in rare cases 
where a customer requests that a re-
cording be kept for archival purposes 
only. Further, the Department of De-
fense informs us that the Washington 
Speakers Bureau will not provide any 
recordings of speeches that were given 
by Senator Hagel or even confirm 
which of its clients may have recorded 
speeches. Since neither Senator Hagel 
nor the Department of Defense has ac-
cess to these speeches, they cannot be 
provided to the Senate. 

On the second point, the University 
of Nebraska holds title to Senator 
Hagel’s archives. The University has 
publicly stated that once the archives 
are processed and indexed according to 
the standards of the Society of Amer-
ican Archivists, they will be open to 
the public. Until that time, the ar-
chives will not be open to the public. 
Again, since neither Senator Hagel nor 
DOD has access to these materials, 
they cannot provide them to us. It is 
also worth noting that these archives 
cover the period of Senator Hagel’s 
service in the Senate. Senator Hagel 
has an extensive record of speeches and 
votes during this period that are read-
ily accessible to the Senate and the 
public through the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD and other official documents. 

With regard to financial disclosure, 
Senator Hagel has complied with the 
same disclosure requirements and con-
flict of interest rules that have applied 
to at least the last eight Secretaries of 
Defense and to hundreds of other nomi-
nees for senior DOD positions over the 
course of the last five administrations. 

Despite his compliance with the same 
disclosure rules that apply to every-
body else, we have heard innuendos 
that Senator Hagel is trying to hide 
something. Senator Hagel serves with a 
number of distinguished individuals on 
the Board of Advisors of a private eq-
uity firm. We had one Senator suggest, 
without any evidence, that ‘‘it is, at a 
minimum, relevant to know’’ if the 
fees that Senator Hagel received for his 
service on this Board ‘‘came directly 
from Saudi Arabia, [or] . . . from North 
Korea.’’ Another Senator suggested 
that we should postpone a vote on the 
nomination because ‘‘FOX News is 
going to run a story tomorrow regard-
ing some speeches . . . which were made 
and paid for by foreign governments 
. . . [that] may not be friendly to us.’’ 
This story apparently died before it 
was aired, because it was apparently 
based on a hoax. 

These are unfair innuendos and they 
have been answered even though they 
are unfair. 

Senator Hagel has an extensive 
record of service to his country. As a 
young man, he enlisted in the Army 
and served with distinction in Viet-
nam. He served as the head of the USO, 
and as the Deputy Administrator of the 

VA during the Reagan Administration. 
He was a businessman. Many of us 
served with him during his two terms 
in the Senate. Since he left the Senate, 
he has continued to serve, as co-chair-
man of the President’s Foreign Intel-
ligence Advisory Board, a member of 
the Defense Policy Board, and a mem-
ber of the Energy Department’s Blue 
Ribbon Commission on America’s Nu-
clear Future. 

Senator Hagel has been endorsed by 
five former Secretaries of Defense, 
three former Secretaries of State, and 
six former National Security Advisors, 
who served under both Democratic and 
Republican Presidents. He has been en-
dorsed by the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars, the Iraq and Afghanistan Vet-
erans of America, AMVETS, Vietnam 
Veterans of America, and the American 
Legion. He has received the support of 
the Military Officers Association of 
America, the Foreign Area Officers As-
sociation, and the Non Commissioned 
Officers Association. 

Last month, Senator Hagel was en-
dorsed in a letter signed by six former 
U.S. Ambassadors to Israel, along with 
dozens of other retired senior dip-
lomats. The letter stated: 

We support, strongly and without quali-
fication, President Obama’s nomination of 
Chuck Hagel to be the next Secretary of De-
fense. Most of us have known the Senator for 
a decade or more and consistently have 
found him to be one of the best informed 
leaders in the U.S. Congress on national se-
curity issues. 

Senator Hagel’s political courage has im-
pressed us all. He has stood and argued pub-
licly for what he believes is best for the 
United States. Time and again, he has cho-
sen to take the path of standing up for our 
nation, rather than the path of political ex-
pediency. He has always supported the pil-
lars of American foreign policy: a strong 
military; a robust Atlantic partnership; a 
commitment to the security of Israel, as a 
friend and ally; a determination to stop the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons; and the de-
fense of human rights as a core principle of 
America’s role in the world. . . . 

We urge speedy confirmation of this out-
standing American patriot to be the next 
Secretary of Defense. 

If confirmed, Senator Hagel would be 
the first former enlisted man, and the 
first veteran of the Vietnam War, to 
serve as Secretary of Defense. This 
background gives Senator Hagel an in-
valuable perspective not only with re-
spect to the difficult decisions and rec-
ommendations that a Secretary of De-
fense must make regarding the use of 
force and the commitment of U.S. 
troops overseas, but also with respect 
to the day-to-day decisions a Secretary 
must make to ensure that our men and 
women in uniform and their families 
receive the support and assistance that 
they need and deserve. It would be a 
positive message for our soldiers, sail-
ors, airmen, and marines in harm’s way 
around the world to know that one of 
their own holds the highest office in 
the Department of Defense. 

The President needs to have a Sec-
retary of Defense in whom he has trust, 
who will give him independent advice, 
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a person of integrity and one who has a 
personal understanding of the con-
sequences of decisions relative to the 
use of military force. Senator Hagel 
certainly has those critically impor-
tant qualifications and he is well-quali-
fied to lead the Department of Defense. 

The vote which is coming at noon is 
a vote to invoke cloture to end the de-
bate so we can finally, later on today, 
hopefully, but at some future hour, fi-
nally vote on this important nomina-
tion and end the situation where this 
nominee is in limbo and the leadership 
of the Department of Defense is uncer-
tain and in limbo as well. The time has 
come to vote on the nomination of Sen-
ator Hagel, and to do that we must end 
debate and invoke cloture. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, first of 

all, I agree with a lot of what the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee has said. 
Certainly Senator Hagel has had a bril-
liant military career. I sometimes look 
at my time in the Army and his time 
in the Army and mine is very 
unimpressive. That is not what the 
issue is. 

I do think it is interesting in the de-
bate we have had on the floor, all the 
time from the Democrats has been 
talking about his military record. No-
body disagrees with that. That is a 
fact. But there are some things that 
have to come out because they are very 
significant. 

First of all, what we are going to 
vote on at noon is the vote. There is 
not any other vote. The vote after that 
is merely a simple majority and that 
would be automatic. Those who are ex-
pressing where they are on the Hagel 
nomination must be reflected in the 
vote that takes place now, the cloture 
vote at noon today. Our time is equally 
divided. Leadership time did take up 
some of that so we are a little bit 
scarce on time. First, let me make it 
real clear this is the one vote that 
makes a difference. If they are able to 
get 60 votes for the Hagel nomination, 
it is history. It is over. 

I do wish to say a couple things for 
clarification before others on our side 
start speaking. One is about the whole 
idea of a 60-vote threshold. I have been 
listening to some of the pundits on tel-
evision. One of my favorites—I will not 
mention her by name, but she is kind 
of the leader of the far left on tele-
vision. I was watching her a couple 
days ago and she was talking about 
how this is something that never hap-
pened before, we have never had a 60- 
vote margin on a Cabinet-level posi-
tion. 

This is not true. It happens all the 
time. It is normal. This is how signifi-
cant this confirmation vote is. It is not 
something that would make it go for a 
long period of time. Actually, I have 
lists. Later on, if there is time, I am 
going to go over some of these. Kath-
leen Sebelius, for example, that was a 

60-vote margin; John Bryson for Sec-
retary of Commerce, 60-vote margin. 

Here is an interesting one. Back 
when President Bush, who was a Re-
publican, was President, he nominated 
Stephen Johnson to be the EPA Ad-
ministrator. He was a Republican. The 
President was a Republican. Stephen 
Johnson was a Democrat. Of course the 
other side was saying, no, we are going 
to demand to have cloture, and they fi-
nally did get 61 votes on that; Dirk 
Kempthorne, same thing, Secretary of 
the Interior. 

This idea that this is the first time is 
just not right. I would appreciate it if 
people would be a little more honest 
when they are looking at that issue. 

They also have said we are in the 
middle of the wars, which we are. I am 
the ranking member on the Armed 
Services Committee. No one is more 
sensitive to it, no one spends more 
time talking to the troops than I do, 
and we do need to have confirmed a 
Secretary of Defense. Leon Panetta has 
said he will serve until such time as 
one is confirmed. But if we go ahead 
and if this should for some reason not 
be able to come up with 60 votes, I sug-
gest they go ahead and nominate some-
one else and we will run it through. I 
would even help them. 

I called Leon Panetta not too long 
ago—I guess I should not say this on 
the floor—and asked: Why don’t you 
agree to serve again? He has, of course, 
family reasons, and I certainly under-
stand he was unable to do it. Michele 
Flournoy, I commented, would be one. 
I don’t agree with her philosophically 
on a lot of things, but I think she is 
one who would not be controversial. 
Ash Carter—we have a number who 
could be confirmed in a matter of min-
utes, and I would be right there with 
them in order to help that take place. 

I do wish to say something about ad-
vice and consent. Sometimes people do 
not understand it. I had someone go 
back and research this. It started back 
in 1787. At the Constitutional Conven-
tion they talked about it. Back then 
they used the term ‘‘approbation or re-
jection of the Senate.’’ It means the 
same thing. This has been going on for 
a long period of time. Certainly, in the 
Federalist Papers, Hamilton talked 
about it as long as he talked about any 
other subject. So ‘‘approbation or re-
jection of the Senate’’ is the rejection 
language that was used at that time 
that is advice and consent today. 

Where are we today? Certainly, the 
distinguished chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee, from whom we 
just heard, is one of the strongest sup-
porters of advice and consent who has 
said: ‘‘It is shocking and sad to me that 
the Senate may vote on this nomi-
nee’’—it doesn’t matter, it could be 
any nominee—‘‘while Senators are 
being denied critical, relevant informa-
tion.’’ 

The leader of the Senate has also said 
many times, he said ‘‘raising the im-
pression that the nominee and the 
White House have something to hide.’’ 

This is exactly what now is going on 
in reverse. It goes on and on with dif-
ferent ones who have stated over and 
over again the significance of the role 
that the Senate has in advice and con-
sent. 

John Kerry said: What the Senate 
has to decide is whether it is going to 
stand for the rights of the committees, 
the rights of advice and consent. The 
Senators ought to respect the fact that 
both the chairman and ranking mem-
bers had requests and those requests 
had not been fulfilled. 

That is exactly what happened. We 
have one of the new Senators for whom 
I have a great deal of respect, Senator 
CRUZ. I was talking to him last night. 
I said: You ought to come down and let 
them know why it is you are not speak-
ing on this. He said: Look, what else 
can I do? I have requested over and 
over and over again for information on 
our nominee for Secretary of Defense 
and I have been denied. I have been 
stonewalled. What else can I say? 

I said—maybe it sounded a little ex-
treme the other day when I said I 
would walk through fire for the ability 
of our members on the committee to 
get all the information they are enti-
tled to. Senator CRUZ has not received 
that information. That is something 
that I think is very critical. 

What I want to do, in the short time 
I have left over—by the way, I ask 
unanimous consent, if following me, if 
Senator COATS could be acknowledged 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DURBIN. Reserving the right to 
object, I have been waiting to speak on 
this subject. 

Mr. INHOFE. After the remarks of 
the Senator from Illinois, I have no ob-
jection. 

Mr. LEVIN. I have no objection after 
the Senator from Illinois is recognized. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. INHOFE. The problem I had is 
not with information I had. I didn’t 
need any additional information. I 
didn’t request additional information. 
Many of the members on the Repub-
lican side of our committee did not re-
ceive the information they asked for. 
That was the case with Senator CRUZ. 

I had a different reason. My reason is 
that while I think so highly of Senator 
Hagel and the work he did while he was 
in the Vietnam war—he was, in fact, a 
hero—I have to also look at nominees 
and ask what their philosophy is. Sen-
ator Hagel was one of only two who 
voted against sanctions for Iran. He 
was one of only four who voted against 
an effort to designate the Iran Revolu-
tionary Guard a terrorist group, and 
one of only four who refused to sign a 
letter of solidarity with Israel. 

The Global Zero movement advocates 
a nuke-free world. That sounds so good, 
and it is something President Obama 
has talked about. He wistfully looks to 
the day when we have a nuke-free 
world. That sounded good back in the 
days of the Cold War. I look wistfully 
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back at the days of the Cold War. Back 
then we had two superpowers. They 
were predictable. We knew what they 
had. Mutual assured destruction meant 
something to them. Mutually assured 
destruction doesn’t mean much to 
some people in the Middle East, and I 
think we all understand that. So Glob-
al Zero sounds good until we realize 
that we have countries such as Iran— 
even our nonclassified intelligence says 
it is going to have the nuclear capa-
bility and delivery system by 2015. I am 
concerned with that. 

I was in shock—and, first of all, I 
have to thank the chairman of the 
committee because in the years I 
served on the Armed Services Com-
mittee, I have never seen this done be-
fore—when the chairman agreed to 
allow Senator CRUZ, a member of the 
committee, to use a video that had the 
Al Jazeera interview where Senator 
Hagel agreed with Al Jazeera’s position 
that Israel has committed war crimes, 
that Israel has committed sickening 
slaughter, and that America is the 
world’s bully. These are things which 
concern me about the attitude toward 
Israel. I understand we can go back and 
get a lot of people in the past to sign a 
letter, but I have to say that is still 
very much a concern of mine. 

With that, I will yield the floor to my 
good friend from Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Senator 
from Oklahoma and the Senator from 
Indiana. I rise today to express my sup-
port for our former colleague Chuck 
Hagel to be America’s 24th Secretary of 
Defense. We hoped Chuck Hagel would 
have been named Secretary of Defense 
2 weeks ago and could have led the del-
egation to Brussels last week to meet 
with our NATO partners on the chal-
lenges we face in Afghanistan and 
around the world. 

Instead, he was subjected to a rare 
and historic filibuster by the other side 
of the aisle. What a way to give an op-
portunity to a man of Chuck Hagel’s 
background to serve our Nation. What 
we have seen over the past 2 weeks is 
the cost of apostasy, the cost of break-
ing with a party, or a leadership, and 
what it means when their name comes 
up again for consideration. 

There is no question that there are 
some who bear some negative feelings 
toward Chuck Hagel because of his 
independence and some of his votes in 
the past—even his support of President 
Obama in the last Presidential elec-
tion. But this has been taken to a level 
I never expected. 

Chuck Hagel is no stranger to most 
of us in the Senate. We served with 
him. I served with him on the Intel-
ligence Committee for 4 years. Not 
once did I have any question about this 
man’s commitment to America and its 
national defense—not once. I watched 
votes being taken behind closed doors 
on some very sensitive issues, and I 
saw Chuck Hagel respond in a non-
partisan way to those votes. I believe, 

as many have said on the floor, he is an 
extraordinary individual who has prov-
en with his life his commitment to this 
Nation and its defense. 

He has big shoes to fill with Sec-
retary Leon Panetta leaving. Leon Pa-
netta has been an extraordinary public 
servant and a very close personal 
friend of mine for years now. The fact 
that he received a unanimous vote to 
be Secretary of Defense is as solid a 
tribute as anyone can expect in this 
life of public service. I believe Chuck 
Hagel is up to this task. 

There is an expression that adversity 
doesn’t build character, it reveals it. 

Chuck Hagel enlisted in the Army 
and served in Vietnam. He received two 
Purple Hearts, the Army Commenda-
tion Medal, and the Combat Infantry-
man Badge for his service. Less well 
known is how he got there. Hagel was 
drafted and immediately volunteered 
for the Army, but he lucked out. He 
was assigned to Europe during the 
Vietnam war. There wasn’t much of a 
war going on in Europe, so this brave, 
future nominee to head the Depart-
ment of Defense literally told his com-
manders: I want to volunteer to actu-
ally go to Vietnam and risk my life. 

As he recounted it to me, he said: 
‘‘The room just stopped.’’ This wasn’t 
something that many people in Europe 
saw—in those days an enlisted man, 
who received a safe assignment in Eu-
rope, would volunteer to go to war. He 
convinced his leaders to give him that 
chance and he served alongside his 
brother Tom in the same unit. He said 
they saved each other’s lives more than 
once, and thankfully they both came 
home safe to Nebraska. That was the 
first chapter of Chuck Hagel’s public 
service and his commitment to service-
members and veterans. 

A second chapter came in 1981 when 
President Ronald Reagan appointed 
Chuck Hagel Deputy Administrator of 
the Veterans’ Administration. The 
Washington Post speculated at the 
time of his appointment that Hagel 
‘‘might be expected to toe the company 
line.’’ How wrong they were. He went 
to work immediately to be an advocate 
for veterans. He quickly ran into road-
blocks while serving Vietnam vets. At 
one point the head of the VA publicly 
called Vietnam vets ‘‘crybabies.’’ 

After months of unsuccessful at-
tempts to bring attention to the care 
of our veterans, as they deserved, in-
cluding repeatedly raising the issue to 
the White House, he did the right 
thing. As a matter of principle, he re-
signed in order to bring the poor treat-
ment of veterans to light in America. 

He went on to start Vanguard Cel-
lular, a very large multimillion-dollar 
mobile phone company. He served as 
president and CEO of the USO, which 
brings a smile, a laugh, and some com-
fort and entertainment to our service-
members around the world. 

Later, as a U.S. Senator, he shep-
herded the post-9/11 GI Bill into law 
along with fellow veteran Jim Webb. It 
was a substantial and overdue update 

of the law to ensure that we continue 
to keep our commitment to veterans. 
It should not surprise any of us that 
this commitment is among the reasons 
so many organizations back Senator 
Hagel’s nomination, including the Vet-
erans of Foreign Wars, the Iraq and Af-
ghanistan Veterans of America, the 
AMVETS, Vietnam Veterans of Amer-
ica, the American Legion, Military Of-
ficers Association of America, and the 
Noncommissioned Officers Association. 
They recognize that a person of his 
character is precisely the person we 
need to head the Department of De-
fense. 

When I spoke with Senator Hagel in 
my office a few weeks ago, he discussed 
his views on security challenges around 
the world, including the challenges to 
the Pentagon’s budget and the Iran nu-
clear program and its threat to peace 
in the world. It included safeguarding 
our rock-solid commitments to allies 
such as Israel. 

I am firmly convinced that Senator 
Hagel shares President Obama’s com-
mitment to addressing these chal-
lenges and supporting our allies. He is 
committed to the President’s Iran 
strategy and he voted for many multi-
lateral sanction packages against their 
nuclear program. 

My friend from Oklahoma raised one 
vote when it comes to Iran, but I wish 
to make a record of the fact that 
Chuck Hagel voted for the Iran Missile 
Proliferation Sanctions Act of 1998, the 
Iran Nonproliferation Act of 2000, and 
the Iran Freedom Support Act of 2006. 

In his book ‘‘America: Our Next 
Chapter,’’ Chuck Hagel stated that 
Iran is a ‘‘state sponsor of terrorism,’’ 
and that it ‘‘provides material support 
to Hezbollah and Hamas.’’ Chuck 
Hagel’s public statements and voting 
record in the Senate demonstrate a 
strong commitment to Israel, a com-
mitment that the United States-Israeli 
relationship will grow even stronger in 
the future. 

As he said in his book in 2008: 
[a]t its core, there will always be a special 

and historic bond with Israel exemplified by 
our continued commitment to Israel’s de-
fense. 

He also understands the budget chal-
lenges facing the Pentagon. During his 
testimony to the Armed Services Com-
mittee, he said that sequestration 
‘‘would send a terrible signal to our 
military and civilian workforce.’’ 

On this, and many other issues, Sen-
ator Hagel continues to demonstrate a 
clear-eyed commitment to our core na-
tional security interests and a 
nuanced, personal understanding of the 
gravity of the use of force. This is not 
just my judgment; 13 former Secre-
taries of State and Defense and former 
National Security Advisors wrote to 
the Senate recently, urging Senator 
Hagel’s swift confirmation. The sig-
natories included senior leaders from 
both parties across several decades of 
Presidential administrations, such as 
Robert Gates, Colin Powell, Brent 
Scowcroft, and William Cohen. These 
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men—all of whom have been part of the 
responsibility of keeping America 
safe—believe Chuck Hagel, as Sec-
retary of Defense, will do exactly that. 
There are some here who may question 
that, and this is their right. But men 
who have had that responsibility trust 
Chuck Hagel, as do I. 

Let me quote from their letter: 
His approach to national security debates 

about the use of American power is marked 
by a disciplined habit of thoughtfulness that 
is sorely needed and these qualities will 
serve him well as Secretary of Defense at a 
time when the United States must address a 
range of international security issues that 
are unprecedented in scope. 

Allow me to conclude by pointing to 
the 2002 interview Chuck Hagel gave to 
the Library of Congress Vietnam His-
tory Project. He discussed how he and 
his brother Tom would volunteer to 
‘‘walk point.’’ In other words, to watch, 
be out in front watching for ambushes, 
booby traps, leading his men safely 
through the day. He said, ‘‘You know 
what happens to a lot of point men, but 
I always felt a little better if I was up 
front than somebody else.’’ 

Forty-five years after first walking 
point for our servicemen in Vietnam, I 
hope Chuck Hagel may be out in front 
again walking point as our next Sec-
retary of Defense. We need his wise 
counsel on matters of war and peace 
and his rock-solid commitment to our 
men and women in uniform. 

Let me conclude by saying that over 
this past week, in my new capacity as 
chairman of the Defense Appropria-
tions Subcommittee, I traveled to Afri-
ca and the Middle East. While I was 
there, I met with some of our great 
men and women in uniform. It was 
humbling to see the sacrifice they are 
making personally for the safety of the 
United States. I visited places where 
people we don’t even know are working 
on the job every single day to protect 
this great Nation. I am confident that 
Chuck Hagel, as Secretary of Defense, 
will keep them in mind and keep our 
national security in his heart. 

I hope my colleagues on the other 
side will relent and spare us this fili-
buster on Chuck Hagel, and will, in 
fact, give him an opportunity to con-
tinue to serve this Nation in the capac-
ity of Secretary of Defense. I look for-
ward to working with him when that 
happens. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Indiana. 
Mr. COATS. Mr. President, normally 

I would be talking about the sequester 
and the Nation’s fiscal health, but we 
are about to vote on a critical nomina-
tion for a very critical position in this 
government. I wish to spend a few min-
utes defining why I came to the deci-
sion I have to oppose the confirmation 
of Senator Hagel to be Secretary of De-
fense. 

Chuck Hagel is a former colleague. 
He is someone I respect for his honor-
able service to this country, both in 
uniform and out of uniform. I respect 

him as a human being and as a person 
and, as I said, a colleague. I also recog-
nize that elections have consequences, 
and in most situations the President 
has the right to choose his own advis-
ers, but this is no ordinary Cabinet po-
sition. This is Secretary of Defense and 
one of the most critical positions in 
this government to protect the Amer-
ican people and to deal with national 
security issues. 

Based on a number of positions Sen-
ator Hagel has taken and a number of 
statements he has made throughout his 
career, I have serious concern that his 
nomination and confirmation will send 
the wrong signal and could have a very 
adverse effect on our national security. 
I will list those. 

First, and the primary reason, goes 
to the question of Iran and its relent-
less pursuit of nuclear weapons capa-
bility. As a Senator, Chuck Hagel re-
peatedly voted against sanctions legis-
lation. He even opposed sanctions 
aimed at the Iranian Revolutionary 
Guard Corps who were killing and 
maiming our troops in Iraq. 

As someone who, as ambassador to 
Germany, made many trips to 
Landstuhl, the first stop for those 
maimed by improvised explosive de-
vices supported by the Iranian Revolu-
tionary Guard Corps, I saw the tragic 
consequences of their action. I could 
not come to grips with how it is pos-
sible to vote against efforts to try to 
sanction and punish those who were in-
juring and maiming our soldiers. Dur-
ing his recent testimony before the 
Senate Armed Services Committee, 
Senator Hagel also proclaimed the le-
gitimacy of the current regime in 
Tehran which has violently repressed 
its own citizens. We have seen that 
played out before our very eyes. They 
have rigged recent elections, provided 
material support for terrorism and de-
nied the Holocaust. 

Regarding U.S. policy in Iran’s pur-
suit of nuclear weapons, Senator Hagel 
displayed an embarrassing lack of 
knowledge and confusion regarding our 
official policy toward Iran—a well-un-
derstood policy. One of the most crit-
ical topics facing our Nation is Iran’s 
threat to world stability by the posses-
sion of nuclear capability and weapons. 
Senator Hagel had to be handed a note 
by an aide, indicating he was not aware 
his answer was contrary to even the ad-
ministration’s position. And his at-
tempt to correct his answer had to be 
further clarified by the chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee. This is 
central to our position, to our policy 
relative to how we deal with Iran. Yet 
our next Secretary of Defense stated a 
position exactly opposite from what 
that current policy is. 

The second issue of concern to me is 
that it is widely accepted, I think in a 
bipartisan way, that any sound strat-
egy on Iran must be underpinned by 
the highly credible threat of U.S. mili-
tary force if all other efforts fail; if di-
plomacy fails, if our ever-ratcheting 
sanctions fail as they have to this par-

ticular point. They may have had an 
impact on the Iranian public, but it has 
not had an impact on those leaders who 
are making the decisions about the 
pursuit of nuclear weapons. This has 
broad bipartisan support: Four U.S. 
Presidents, including President Obama, 
has declared that an Iranian nuclear 
arms capability is ‘‘unacceptable.’’ Use 
of military force as the last option, if 
all other options fail, is central to our 
ability to success in preventing Iran 
from achieving this capability. 

Senator Hagel’s previous statements 
and record contradict all that. He has 
publicly stated that military action to 
stop Iran’s weapons programs is—and I 
quote his statement: ‘‘Not viable, fea-
sible, or reasonable.’’ Not reasonable? 
Is it not reasonable to have a policy 
the administration has adopted and 
four U.S. Presidents have endorsed? 
When asked about this at the hearing, 
he again failed to offer, in my opinion, 
a coherent response. 

Senator Hagel has long called for di-
rect, unconditional talks with the Ira-
nian regime, not to mention direct 
talks with Hamas, Hezbollah, and 
Syria as well. He has pressed that such 
talks should proceed without the back-
ing gained from other more forceful, 
credible options. This approach is far 
too weak, in my opinion, to be effective 
and reveals a person less committed to 
results than this critical moment—par-
ticularly regarding the Iranian inten-
tions—demands. In fact, I fear a mili-
tary option will have virtually zero 
credibility if Senator Hagel becomes 
Secretary of Defense because it sends a 
dangerous message to the regime in 
Tehran and undermines our efforts to 
prevent their intentions as it seeks to 
obtain the means necessary to harm 
both the United States and the country 
of Israel. 

Lastly, and the third reason I have 
problems with this nomination, is that 
it does not have bipartisan support. 
Over the last half century, no Sec-
retary of Defense has been confirmed 
and taken office with more than three 
Senators voting against him. Further, 
in the history of this Nation, in this 
position, none has ever been confirmed 
with more than 11 opposing votes. 

The occupant of this critical office 
should be someone whose candidacy is 
neither controversial nor divisive. It 
would be unprecedented for a Secretary 
of Defense to take office without the 
broad base of bipartisan support and 
confidence needed to serve effectively 
in this critical position. 

At this critical time in our Nation’s 
history, we need a Secretary of Defense 
who commands bipartisan support and 
is willing to take every action nec-
essary to defend the United States if 
the need arises. Based on the years of 
public statements and actions taken 
during his career, I cannot say Chuck 
Hagel meets the criteria needed for 
this position that is so critical—the po-
sition of Secretary of Defense; there-
fore, I will oppose his nomination when 
the vote comes before us. 
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With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SCHATZ). The Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I know 

the distinguished Senator from Dela-
ware, Mr. CARPER, wishes to be heard. 
He is not on the floor now, so I think 
it is acceptable to go ahead with an-
other Republican now; is that correct? 

Mr. LEVIN. Yes. 
Mr. INHOFE. I recognize the senior 

Senator from Texas, Mr. CORNYN. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas. 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, we all 

know the Chamber is about to hold a 
cloture vote on the President’s nomi-
nee to be the next Secretary of De-
fense. If former Senator Chuck Hagel is 
eventually confirmed, he will take of-
fice with the weakest support of any 
Defense Secretary in modern history, 
which will make him less effective on 
his job. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a letter regard-
ing this nomination following my re-
marks. It is a letter dated February 21, 
signed by 15 Senators, to the President 
asking him to withdraw the nomina-
tion, noting that no Secretary of De-
fense since that position has been cre-
ated has received more than 11 oppos-
ing votes. I am confident this vote will 
eclipse that former record dem-
onstrating what the Senator from Indi-
ana was just talking about, and that is 
a lack of bipartisan support for this 
critical position in the President’s Cab-
inet. 

What should we expect from Senator 
Hagel if he is confirmed as Secretary of 
Defense? Well, it is hard to say. Over 
the last 2 months he has repudiated 
many of his past votes and stated posi-
tions related to the Middle East and 
the Defense Department. During his 
confirmation hearings, he actually said 
the Defense Secretary was not a policy-
making position. I had to scratch my 
head at that one. 

I also had to scratch my head when 
Senator Hagel described President 
Obama’s policy toward Iran and its nu-
clear program as containment. When 
he tried to correct himself, he said 
President Obama does not have a posi-
tion on containment, but that is not 
true either. The U.S. position—as the 
distinguished chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee reminded Senator 
Hagel during that hearing, and which 
reflects a wide bipartisan consensus—is 
that we oppose containment and will 
prevent Iran from getting nuclear 
weapons. That is the U.S. policy, one 
that people would think the nominee 
for Secretary of Defense would be 
aware of. 

Unfortunately, I fear Senator Hagel 
is actually expressing his own personal 
views. I fear he really does think a nu-
clear Iran could be contained. He sug-
gested as much in the book he wrote in 
2008. 

At another point during the hearing, 
Senator Hagel described the mur-
derous, terror-sponsoring Iranian the-

ocracy as an ‘‘elected, legitimate gov-
ernment.’’ That comment is a slap in 
the face to all of the courageous Ira-
nian democracy activists who have 
risked their lives and, in many cases, 
given their lives to oppose the dictator-
ship and promote freedom. 

There is simply no way to sugarcoat 
it. Senator Hagel’s performance before 
the Senate Armed Services Committee 
was remarkably inept, and we should 
not be installing a Defense Secretary 
who is obviously not qualified for the 
job and who holds dangerously mis-
guided views on some of the most im-
portant issues facing national security 
policy for our country. For that mat-
ter, Senator Hagel was candid to admit 
there are many things about the De-
partment he doesn’t really know. He 
has assured us he will learn on the job. 
That doesn’t inspire a lot of confidence 
in me because I don’t think we want a 
Secretary of Defense who has to learn 
on the job. 

A moment ago I mentioned Senator 
Hagel holds dangerously misguided 
views about many critical issues. His 
supporters have called him a realist. In 
fact, there is nothing realistic about 
his world view. 

It is not realistic to think that by of-
fering unconditional talks or estab-
lishing a new U.S. diplomatic post in 
Iran it will change the character of a 
regime that has spent the past 34 years 
waging war against America and our 
allies—a regime that was recently dis-
covered to have been plotting to assas-
sinate a Saudi diplomat by blowing up 
a crowded restaurant in Washington, 
DC. Likewise, it is not realistic to 
think that further engagement with 
Hamas will dissuade it from pursuing 
Israel’s destruction. A terrorist organi-
zation that promotes genocidal vio-
lence is never going to be reformed by 
dialogue or concessions. 

Finally, it is not realistic to think 
that browbeating Israel will jumpstart 
the Middle East peace process. Presi-
dent Obama tried that approach him-
self during his first term, and it was a 
spectacular failure. We are further 
from a lasting peace agreement today 
than we were in January 2009, and 
many Israelis, along with many Arabs, 
believe the United States is no longer a 
reliable ally. 

When we look around the Middle 
East, not only do we see a theocratic 
dictatorship trying to acquire nuclear 
weapons, we see a terrible civil war 
raging in Syria which is led by a des-
perate, pro-Iranian regime with mas-
sive stockpiles of chemical weapons 
that has no reservation whatsoever at 
killing tens of thousands of its own ci-
vilians. We see the Muslim Brother-
hood attempting to create a new dicta-
torship in Egypt. We see rising sec-
tarian violence in Iraq because of our 
withdrawal without a status of forces 
agreement that would stabilize the 
country and a democracy earned by the 
blood and treasure of so many Ameri-
cans. We see a substantial al-Qaida 
presence in countries such as Libya 
and Yemen. 

President Obama would like to pivot 
away from the Middle East, but the re-
gion isn’t cooperating. Now, more than 
ever, we need a Secretary of Defense 
who understands the disastrous con-
sequences of a nuclear Iran. 

We need a Defense Secretary who un-
derstands the importance of a robust 
U.S.-Israeli alliance. 

We need a Defense Secretary who un-
derstands Hamas for what it is: a geno-
cidal terrorist group sworn to Israel’s 
destruction. 

In a larger sense, we need a Secretary 
of Defense who understands why U.S. 
leadership is indispensable to solving 
our greatest challenges in the Middle 
East and beyond. 

Senator Hagel is clearly the wrong 
man for the job. This isn’t about per-
sonality, this isn’t about politics, but I 
will be voting against his confirmation 
for that reason: because he is clearly 
the wrong man for the job. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, February 21, 2013. 

President BARACK H. OBAMA, 
The White House, 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 

NW., Washington, DC. 
DEAR PRESIDENT OBAMA: Last Thursday, 

the Senate voted to continue its consider-
ation of your nomination of former Senator 
Chuck Hagel to serve as our nation’s next 
Secretary of Defense. While we respect Sen-
ator Hagel’s honorable military service, in 
the interest of national security, we respect-
fully request that you withdraw his nomina-
tion. 

It would be unprecedented for a Secretary 
of Defense to take office without the broad 
base of bipartisan support and confidence 
needed to serve effectively in this critical 
position. Over the last half-century, no Sec-
retary of Defense has been confirmed and 
taken office with more than three Senators 
voting against him. Further, in the history 
of this position, none has ever been con-
firmed with more than 11 opposing votes. 
The occupant of this critical office should be 
someone whose candidacy is neither con-
troversial nor divisive. 

In contrast, in 2011, you nominated Leon 
Panetta, who was confirmed by the Senate 
with unanimous support. His Pentagon ten-
ure has been a huge success, due in part to 
the high degree of trust and confidence that 
Senators on both sides of the aisle have 
placed in him. The next Secretary of Defense 
should have a similar level of broad-based bi-
partisan support and confidence in order to 
succeed at a time when the Department of 
Defense faces monumental challenges, in-
cluding Iran’s relentless drive to obtain nu-
clear weapons, a heightened threat of nu-
clear attack from North Korea, potentially 
deep budget cuts, a strategic pivot to the 
Asia-Pacific region, military operations in 
Afghanistan, the ongoing Global War on Ter-
ror, the continued slaughter of Syrian civil-
ians at the hands of their own government, 
and other aftermath of the Arab Spring. 

Likewise, Senator Hagel’s performance at 
his confirmation hearing was deeply con-
cerning, leading to serious doubts about his 
basic competence to meet the substantial de-
mands of the office. While Senator Hagel’s 
erratic record and myriad conversions on 
key national security issues are troubling 
enough, his statements regarding Iran were 
disconcerting. More than once during the 
hearing, he proclaimed the legitimacy of the 
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current regime in Tehran, which has vio-
lently repressed its own citizens, rigged re-
cent elections, provided material support for 
terrorism, and denied the Holocaust. 

Regarding U.S. policy on Iran’s pursuit of 
nuclear weapons, Senator Hagel displayed a 
seeming ambivalence about whether contain-
ment or prevention is the best approach, 
which gives us great concern. Any sound 
strategy on Iran must be underpinned by the 
highly credible threat of U.S. military force, 
and there is broad bipartisan agreement on 
that point. If Senator Hagel becomes Sec-
retary of Defense, the military option will 
have near zero credibility. This sends a dan-
gerous message to the regime in Tehran, as 
it seeks to obtain the means necessary to 
harm both the United States and Israel. 

We have concluded that Senator Hagel is 
not the right candidate to hold the office of 
Secretary of Defense, and we respectfully re-
quest that you withdraw his nomination. 
Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely. 
John Cornyn; Lindsey Graham; David 

Vitter; Mike Lee; Marco Rubio; Ron 
Johnson; Tom Coburn; Tim Scott; 
James Inhofe; Roger Wicker; Ted Cruz; 
Patrick Toomey; Daniel Coats; James 
E. Risch; John Barrasso. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, it is 
rare that I disagree with the Senator 
from Texas—maybe once or twice in 
the last half a dozen years. Seriously, 
we disagree from time to time, but we 
do it in a way that we are not disagree-
able with one another. 

I support the President’s nomination 
of Chuck Hagel to be our Secretary of 
Defense, and I wish to take a couple of 
minutes to explain why. 

For folks who might be watching this 
from afar, this body used to operate 
very differently than it does today. The 
President would nominate people to 
serve in a cabinet or to serve as judges 
and there would be hearings. There 
would be debate. Sometimes people 
would disagree. But, certainly, for Cab-
inet appointments and for sub-Cabinet 
level appointments, for the most part, 
the President got the team he, or 
someday she, asked for. That is the 
way we have done it as Governors 
across the country, and it is the way 
we still do it. The idea of 4 years of this 
administration to still be playing a 
game of executive branch Swiss 
cheese—we have so many relatively 
high level positions, confirmable posi-
tions that are still vacant—is not good, 
whether it happens to be a Democratic 
administration or a Republican admin-
istration. 

The President, regardless of what 
party they are from, needs, for the 
most part, to have the team they want 
to put in place. They have been elected 
to lead. Let’s give them a chance to 
lead. If they screw up, we can hold 
them accountable. 

I had the pleasure of serving with 
Chuck Hagel for, I guess, my first 8 
years as a Senator. I like him and re-
spect him as a fellow Vietnam veteran. 
He is a war hero. He was wounded not 
once but twice. He has the Purple 

Hearts and some other decorations to 
show, to demonstrate his valor. 

He came back, put his life together, 
built a business, a good-sized business, 
ran that business, and he has led some 
large government entities, including 
those that look out for our veterans 
and others too. 

As to the question of does one have 
the kind of intimate knowledge of the 
Department of Defense we would like 
for a person to have, he has had good 
training. He has had good exposure. He 
has been there. He has done that. He 
has been able to, as an innovator, as an 
entrepreneur, start a business, grow a 
business, run that business, build that 
business. 

Here he served on the committees of 
jurisdiction that actually enabled him 
to drill down on parts of the Depart-
ment of Defense and part of our defense 
policy and foreign policy that you 
never have a chance to when you are 
over there serving in Southeast Asia or 
some other area around the world as a 
member of our Armed Services. 

When I went with Chuck on a codel— 
I want to say it was maybe in 2005— 
that is when we actually get to know 
people around here. We could be here, 
be kind of airdropped in on Monday 
afternoons, vote, and then by the time 
Thursday night rolls around, folks here 
smell the jet fumes and they are ready 
to go back to Hawaii or Michigan or 
Oklahoma or someplace such as that. 
We go by train to Delaware. But people 
are ready to head for home, and we just 
do not have the kind of time together, 
quality time together, that we used to 
have when people would actually stay 
here for weekends, when we were not 
focused 24/7 on fundraising, and we ac-
tually had—believe it or not—dinner 
clubs and people carpooled to work. 
Can you imagine that: Democrats and 
Republicans carpooling to work here? 
We just do not have those opportuni-
ties these days. I do not know that we 
ever will again. 

So one of the great opportunities we 
have to know people is when we go on 
codels, these congressional delegation 
trips. I had the opportunity to go with 
Chuck Hagel on a codel he led over one- 
half dozen years ago. We went to the 
Middle East. We went to Israel. We 
spent time along Gaza. We went to Jor-
dan. We met with leaders of Saudi Ara-
bia. I had a chance to actually see him 
interact up close and personal with 
leaders of all those countries, see how 
he handled himself, to see his knowl-
edge of the issues, his ability to debate, 
discuss those issues with the leaders of 
three of the most important nations, 
allies of ours in the world. 

I was proud of the job he did then. I 
was proud of the leadership he showed 
on those occasions. I was proud of his 
grasp of the issues. 

Do you know the other thing I was 
proud of? He was willing to be honest 
and frank with people with whom we 
need to be honest and frank. He re-
minds me of one of the old caveats of 
leadership, which is that leadership is 

having the courage to stay out of step 
when everybody else is marching to the 
wrong tune. Leadership is also the will-
ingness to speak truth to power, to tell 
people—sometimes our leaders, wheth-
er they be the President or, frankly, 
sometimes leaders of other countries— 
what they need to hear, maybe not 
what they want to hear. 

Chuck Hagel is that kind of person. I 
believe he is principled. I think he is 
hard working, that he will surround 
himself with good people, ethical peo-
ple, honest people, capable people, 
bright people. 

I think as a former Member here, he 
understands the importance of the 
interaction between us and the Depart-
ment of Defense, which I hope he will 
have the opportunity to lead. 

When we passed something called the 
Chief Financial Officer Act, I think in 
1990 in this Chamber, coauthored, I 
think, by Bill Roth, my predecessor, 
one of the requirements of that legisla-
tion was not only would every major 
department in our government be re-
quired to have a chief financial officer, 
but also, in addition, there was a full 
expectation that all these departments 
which were not auditable—could not be 
audited—had to become auditable. 
They had to be capable of being au-
dited. Then there was the full expecta-
tion that once they were auditable, 
they would be able to pass an audit 
fully without qualification. 

Today, there are two departments in 
the Federal Government that are not 
auditable and have not passed an audit 
in an unqualified manner. One of them 
is the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity. They are getting real close. They 
are knocking on the door. I think they 
will get it done by next year. I con-
gratulate the Secretary and their team 
for doing that. 

The other is the Department of De-
fense. For years and years and years 
they would say: Well, manana. We will 
do that manana, next year or the year 
after that. They have not. Why is this 
important? What you cannot measure 
you cannot manage. What we cannot 
measure we cannot manage. The De-
partment of Defense is unable to meas-
ure well and, as a result, they do not 
manage as well as they need to. 

We just got a high risk update from 
the GAO, the General Accountability 
Office, 2 weeks ago. High on their list 
of issues that need to be addressed is 
the Department of Defense’s need to be 
able to pass an unqualified audit so 
their financials, their accounting sys-
tems and supply systems, their spare 
parts systems, personnel systems actu-
ally work. 

Leon Panetta has done much in the 2 
years he has served as Secretary of De-
fense to make sure the Department of 
Defense takes this obligation seriously. 
I commend him and I thank him for 
that. He has been like a breath of fresh 
air. 

Second, Chuck Hagel has given me 
his personal commitment that he will 
not relent, he will not turn back, but 
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he will continue on this path of under-
taking and be in a position by the next 
3 years to do what the Department of 
Homeland Security is about to com-
plete, the benchmark they are about to 
reach, the milestone they are about to 
reach, and the milestone that virtually 
every other Department of the Federal 
Government has reached. 

We are looking down the barrel of a 
gun this Friday—sequestration. If we 
are serious about making sure we do 
not get shot by that gun, mortally 
wounded by that gun, along with our 
economy, we are going to have to make 
sure we are doing three things better. 

One of those is, we need some addi-
tional revenues. We need to have reve-
nues closer to the level of where reve-
nues were in the 4 years we had bal-
anced budgets under Bill Clinton, 
where revenues as a percentage of 
GDP, my colleagues will recall, ranged 
anywhere from 191⁄2 percent of GDP to 
201⁄2 percent of GDP—somewhere in 
that range. Last year, it was about 
151⁄2, maybe 16 percent of GDP. 

With the fiscal cliff deal adopted in 
this body and signed by the President 
back in early January, revenues as a 
percentage of GDP by the end of these 
10 years will be up to about 18, 181⁄2 per-
cent. But some additional revenues are 
needed, very much in line with what we 
had when we actually had four bal-
anced budgets in a row under the Clin-
ton administration. Remember, those 
were the first balanced budgets we had 
since 1969. So, No. 1, we need some ad-
ditional revenues—in smart ways. 

The second thing we need to do is en-
titlement program reform. Over half 
the money we spend is on entitlements. 
Is it possible? The President says we 
need entitlement reform that saves 
money, does not savage old people, 
poor people, and actually makes sure 
these programs are around for future 
generations. I could not agree more. 
That is No. 2. 

The third thing we need to do is find 
ways to save money in everything we 
do—everything we do—from agri-
culture to transportation and every-
thing in between, including defense. 

I am told—and I am going to look 
over here at Senator LEVIN, the chair-
man of the committee, and the ranking 
member, Senator INHOFE, and just ask 
a rhetorical question. I recall hearing 
not long ago that we spend more as a 
nation on defense—I say this as a 23- 
year veteran naval flight officer, Ac-
tive and Reserve Duty, a Vietnam vet-
eran—but I am told we spend as much 
money on defense as maybe the next 5, 
6, 7 nations combined. 

As important as it is for our next 
Secretary of Defense to have a good 
grasp of military issues—foreign issues, 
intelligence issues, the ability to man-
age big operations, to have strong man-
agers under him or her—as important 
as that is, it is important for us to 
spend more wisely. 

A good place to start is the GAO high 
risk list for high-risk places where we 
are wasting money and that we get a 

good to-do list out of GAO. It is one I 
think we ought to take seriously. I 
know the chairman of our committee 
and the ranking member take it seri-
ously. Believe me, I do too. 

One of things we are going to use 
from our commitment of Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs—on 
which Senator LEVIN serves, and he 
chairs the Permanent Subcommittee 
on Investigations—we are going to 
make sure we hold the feet of the De-
partment of Defense to the fire, and we 
need a Secretary of Defense who will do 
that as well—someone who is a fiscal 
hawk, someone who understands the 
importance of getting better results for 
less money in everything we do, includ-
ing providing for the defense of our 
country. 

That is not the speech I brought with 
me to the floor, but it is the speech 
that is in my heart. 

I just say to my colleagues, if you are 
on the fence and you are not sure 
whether you ought to vote for cloture, 
someday we are going to have a Repub-
lican President again. Someday we will 
have a Republican majority here. 
There is an old saying: Every dog has 
its day. Today we have a Democratic 
President and we have a Democratic 
Senate for confirmations. Someday 
that will not be the case. I will say to 
our Republican friends, just be careful. 
Just be careful. I say this with respect: 
Be careful of the bed we make because 
someday our friends on the other side 
will get to lie in it. Do we want to con-
tinue to go on with this precedent of 
maybe even denying an up-or-down 
vote on the nomination of a Secretary? 
I do not think so. I do not think that 
is a good precedent. An even worse 
precedent is to have all these sub-Cabi-
net-level positions that are vacant and 
have been vacant, in some cases, for 
weeks, months, in some cases for 
longer. That is a terrible precedent to 
have, and we need to stop it. A good 
time to stop it is right now. 

I am pleased to stand and endorse the 
nomination of Chuck Hagel. I think he 
was a credit to his State, to this body 
when he served here, and I think he 
will be a credit to us if he is confirmed. 
I urge his confirmation starting with 
today’s vote for cloture. 

Thank you very much. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi. 
Mr. WICKER. Mr. President, I too 

rise in opposition to the nomination of 
Chuck Hagel to lead the Department of 
Defense. Mr. Hagel is probably going to 
get his vote, but let me say this to my 
friend from Delaware. If a Republican 
President in the future brings a nomi-
nation for Defense Secretary to this 
Senate and he does not get as many as 
60 votes, I will ask that Republican 
President to withdraw that nomina-
tion, and I wish this President would 
do the same. This could have been an 
easy matter. The selection of the De-
fense Secretary for President Obama’s 
second term could have been a unifying 
moment. There were a host of quali-

fied, able candidates, both Republican 
and Democrat, who could have sailed 
through the process. The President 
knew controversy was ahead and de-
cided to name Senator Hagel anyway. 

There were signals from the right 
and from the left that Senator Hagel 
would be a divisive and distracting 
choice. The Washington Post editorial 
board gave the President good advice 
on December 18 by saying: ‘‘Chuck 
Hagel is not the right choice for de-
fense secretary.’’ 

The differences surrounding Senator 
Hagel’s nomination during the last few 
weeks stand in stark contrast to the 
unanimous support for outgoing De-
fense Secretary Leon Panetta. Mr. 
Hagel’s nomination is markedly dif-
ferent from the overwhelming con-
firmation of Senator John Kerry for 
Secretary of State. 

With so much at stake in the coming 
days, this should be a time for con-
sensus and cooperation. A nominee who 
could draw unequivocal support would 
have served our defense priorities bet-
ter—and those of our allies. 

This confirmation fight occurs 
against the backdrop of severe across- 
the-board cuts to America’s defense 
programs that are set to take effect 
this week unless current policy is 
changed. The Joint Chiefs of Staff reit-
erated this disastrous reality at a hear-
ing on February 12. The generals and 
admirals who testified are some of the 
most respected in the Pentagon. They 
are some of the most respected in the 
world. They made it clear that these 
cuts, at nearly one-half trillion dollars, 
threaten America’s military readiness 
and national security. Based on their 
expertise, we are obliged to believe 
them. 

By contrast, Senator Hagel has 
called the defense budget ‘‘bloated.’’ He 
did not simply say there is some fat we 
can trim or that there is room for sav-
ings, as we all believe. No, he said it 
was bloated. 

Which is it? Are the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff correct or is Chuck Hagel cor-
rect? The testimony from Defense offi-
cials is clearly at odds with Mr. Hagel’s 
shortsighted assessment. 

Would Senator Hagel defend a robust 
defense budget in the face of indis-
criminate cuts that could weaken our 
national security or does he believe se-
questration is the answer to what he 
calls a bloated defense budget? 

The statement that our national se-
curity budget is bloated is only one of 
many outlandish pronouncements Sen-
ator Hagel has used to grab attention 
rather than give an accurate evalua-
tion of the situation at hand. 

Senator Hagel has in fact made a ca-
reer out of speaking against the bipar-
tisan mainstream and taking positions 
on the fringe of public opinion. Here 
are a few other examples: Senator 
Hagel has accused Israel of ‘‘playing 
games’’ and committing ‘‘sickening 
slaughter’’ when it was defending itself 
from Hezbollah terrorists in Lebanon. 
He has said that Israel should not keep 
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the Palestinians ‘‘caged up like ani-
mals.’’ 

We never had a Defense Secretary 
who would have said such a thing. Sen-
ator Hagel has said the ‘‘Jewish lobby 
intimidates a lot of people up here’’ 
and forces Congress to do ‘‘dumb 
things.’’ 

On Iran, Senator Hagel has stated he 
is both for and against unilateral sanc-
tions. He wrote to Senator BOXER’s of-
fice on January 14: 

I agree that, with Iran’s continued rejec-
tion of diplomatic overtures, further effec-
tive sanctions, both multilateral and unilat-
eral—may be necessary. 

A week earlier, Senator Hagel told 
the Lincoln Journal Star that he op-
posed unilateral sanctions because 
they ‘‘don’t work and they just isolate 
the United States.’’ 

When speaking about the Iraq war, 
Senator Hagel has described it as a 
‘‘meat grinder,’’ a crude characteriza-
tion that succeeded, once again, in 
gaining him some additional headlines. 

Perhaps, in an effort to minimize his 
inconsistent record, Senator Hagel said 
during the Armed Services hearing on 
January 31 that he ‘‘won’t be in a pol-
icy-making position’’ as Defense Sec-
retary. This comment illustrates either 
naivety or a disturbing abdication of 
the Defense Secretary’s responsibil-
ities, which include well-informed pol-
icy decisions that will affect the lives 
of men and women in uniform. Of 
course the Secretary of Defense makes 
policy. 

During the Armed Services hearing, 
Senator MCCAIN was correct to try to 
ascertain what Senator Hagel’s feelings 
are today about the surge in Iraq. A 
number of people agreed with Senator 
Hagel at the time but are now willing 
to admit with hindsight that the surge 
went better than expected, but not 
Senator Hagel. 

Let’s not forget that Senator Hagel 
did not merely oppose the surge. It was 
not enough to say he had misgivings or 
doubts. He called it the greatest for-
eign policy blunder since the Vietnam 
war. This has been the extreme, out-
landish, rhetorical approach of Chuck 
Hagel throughout his career. 

People involved in a position of this 
importance need to be careful about 
what they say. When one is being inter-
viewed for a book, they should choose 
words wisely. That is why, during the 
Armed Services hearing, I asked Sen-
ator Hagel about why he told author 
Aaron David Miller ‘‘the Jewish lobby 
intimidates a lot of people up here’’ 
and that he ‘‘always argued against 
some of the dumb things they do.’’ 

Let me make this clear. Americans 
who come to Washington and advocate 
for Israel do meaningful work to ad-
vance a strong, sovereign, and demo-
cratic Israel, America’s closest ally in 
the Middle East. Mr. Hagel did not de-
fend his comments at the hearing. In-
stead, he blamed his statements on a 
poor choice of words. 

Congressional actions, such as tough 
Iran sanctions and greater military co-

operation with Israel, are not the prod-
ucts of intimidation. To suggest other-
wise challenges the bipartisan judg-
ment of the men and women elected to 
serve in this Chamber. 

When questioned by Senator GRAHAM 
during the hearing, Senator Hagel 
could not name one person in Congress 
who had been intimidated or one dumb 
thing that Congress had done because 
of the pro-Israel lobby. One or two 
troubling statements might not be dis-
qualifying when taken alone, but all of 
the positions taken together paint 
what I believe is an accurate picture of 
this nominee. Our troops and allies 
need to rely on the words of the Sec-
retary of Defense. Changing viewpoints 
for the purpose of political expediency 
or to make headlines is not the hall-
mark of a steadfast leader. 

Weeks after the process began, two 
conclusions emerged from the totality 
of the information that has come to 
light about Senator Hagel: Either we 
should disregard everything he has said 
and stood for as merely hyperbole—— 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. WICKER. May I ask unanimous 
consent for 1 additional minute? 

Mr. INHOFE. I yield 2 additional 
minutes to the Senator from Mis-
sissippi. 

Mr. WICKER. I thank the gentleman. 
Let’s say everything the Senator has 

said is merely hyperbole or this is a 
nominee with a very unsettling and 
naive world view. You can’t have it 
both ways. Either he means what he 
said over his career or it has all been 
theater. 

The President is entitled to make his 
nomination, but the Senate must up-
hold its important constitutional duty 
to provide advice and consent on this 
nomination. 

Early on, many friends on the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle voiced their 
very real concerns. Let me ask, Has 
Chuck Hagel truly answered those con-
cerns? Which Chuck Hagel are we being 
asked to confirm: the one who shoots 
from the hip and means what he says 
or the one who is now willing to say 
anything to be confirmed? 

We need a Secretary of Defense who 
can stand before the world and articu-
late that America is opposed to a nu-
clear Iran and rejects a policy of con-
tainment. We need a Secretary of De-
fense who can stand before the world 
and be clear that the Iranian Govern-
ment is not a legitimately constituted 
government. We need a Secretary of 
Defense who has broad, bipartisan sup-
port. Sadly, that Secretary is not 
Chuck Hagel. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, may I in-
quire how much time remains on both 
sides? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan has 111⁄2 minutes 
remaining, and the Senator from Okla-
homa has 11 minutes. 

The Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding we each have about 11 
minutes. I will take my time and re-
quest to be acknowledged when I have 
2 minutes remaining. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will do so. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, this has 
been a good debate. We have repeated a 
lot of things that have been said be-
fore. There are just some things I think 
are worth repeating. 

I need to say over and over again, as 
often as I can, that nobody is impugn-
ing the integrity of former Senator 
Hagel. Everyone is very complimentary 
of the great service he has performed in 
military service. That is not the issue. 
That has nothing to do with it. 

The thing that is important is the 
fact that they have said continuously, 
over and over again, this is a filibuster. 
They have said this is the first time 
that there has been a filibuster on a 
Cabinet nominee. That is just not true. 
This happens all the time. In fact, in 
recent history there have been six de-
mands for cloture on the Democratic 
side as opposed to only one on the Re-
publican side. This is not a filibuster. 

Rather than take my word for it, 
take our Vice President JOE BIDEN’s 
word for it when he said this is not a 
filibuster. He was talking about a con-
troversial appointee. A letter was sent 
by him to his colleagues arguing that 
opposing cloture was not a filibuster. 
He said: ‘‘It is a vote to protect the 
Senate’s constitutional power to advise 
and consent to nominations.’’ 

This is worth repeating. Vice Presi-
dent JOE BIDEN said it is not a fili-
buster. ‘‘It is a vote to protect the Sen-
ate’s constitutional power to advise 
and consent to nominations.’’ 

This expresses the frustration of our 
new Senator from Texas, Senator CRUZ, 
who finally just gave up. He said: You 
know, I have been wanting to exercise 
my constitutional rights all of this 
time. Senator CRUZ said, I have said it 
over and over again, and I have re-
quested over and over again the infor-
mation to which I am entitled and to 
which I have a constitutional right. 

I am in a position to quote—I have 
already done it several times from this 
podium—our distinguished chairman, 
who also agrees we need to have those 
rights. Certainly, we have quoted Sen-
ator Kerry and others talking about 
the fact that requiring this informa-
tion is simply something so ingrained 
in our system. This is not just JIM 
INHOFE and Alexander Hamilton talk-
ing, this is everybody throughout this 
country’s history. 

This is one of the things that people 
should consider: This is not a fili-
buster, and we have not received the 
information to which we are entitled. 
It is not just Senator CRUZ, it is others 
too. It doesn’t happen to be me because 
I am opposing this nominee for many 
of the same reasons that the previous 
speakers, Senator CORNYN and Senator 
WICKER from Mississippi, have stated. 

I know we are close to running out of 
time. I think the senior Senator from 
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Texas, Mr. CORNYN, brought out and 
has probably talked more—and has in 
the last month—about the concerns he 
has regarding the Middle East, with 
the attitude of former Senator Hagel to 
the various Middle Eastern countries 
and how Hezbollah, Hamas, all of those 
work into it. 

In the case of Iran, I am and have 
been concerned about the attitude of 
Mr. Hagel in terms of this group called 
Global Zero movement that wants to 
do away with nukes, even if it is uni-
lateral. 

This isn’t the way it used to be in the 
old days. As I said a minute ago, I look 
wistfully upon those days because it is 
not that way anymore. Our unclassi-
fied intelligence says Iran is going to 
have nuclear capability and a delivery 
system by 2015. Why would we want to 
bring down our nuclear capability in an 
environment like that? We also know 
and have watched recently what North 
Korea has done, all of them trading 
with China, Syria, and these other 
countries. It is not like it was in the 
old days. 

I need to mention this also because 
three of the previous speakers spoke 
about Iran, their concern about the 
statements that have been made in 
support of Iran by Mr. Hagel. If you 
look at some of the quotes that come 
from Iran, you need to remind people 
those guys are bad guys over there. One 
of their statements from their ministry 
was that people of the Middle East— 
the Muslim region and North Africa, 
people from these regions—hate Amer-
ica from the bottom of their hearts. 
Then they go after, of course, Israel. 
They said Iran’s warriors are ready and 
willing to wipe Israel off the map. The 
Zionists will receive a crushing re-
sponse from the Islamic Republic’s 
armed forces, which will lead to their 
annihilation. 

This is the Islamist Revolutionary 
Guard, the same group which was to be 
declared a terrorist group when he was 
then-Senator Hagel, and he was only 
one of four Members of the entire Sen-
ate who objected to designating the 
Revolutionary Guard as a terrorist 
group. This quote is the one that re-
ceived my attention the most, and it 
has directly to do with Israel. Iran 
said: 

They launched the myth of the Holocaust. 
They lied, they put on a show and then they 
support the Jews. 

This is interesting they would have 
that kind of a strong statement. I 
asked my staff this morning if they re-
membered a movie called ‘‘Schindler’s 
List.’’ ‘‘Schindler’s List’’ was a movie I 
never saw until it was on national TV 
3 days ago, and I couldn’t stop watch-
ing it. I couldn’t turn it off. You need 
to look at the Holocaust from that per-
spective. Iran denies it even took 
place. 

You will not find any country or any 
area we have dealt with in the past 
that is more anti-Israel than Iran. I 
have to say also, if anyone wants to 
know some of my feelings, I have made 

over five speeches more than 1 hour 
each on the floor of this Senate about 
Israel, and they are entitled to the 
land. All of these issues are very im-
portant—the mere fact Iran would say 
the Holocaust didn’t exist. 

Now, keep in mind—and I know the 
response to this is that we don’t have 
any control over who supports him, but 
it is interesting, though—that Iran 
supports Chuck Hagel’s nomination to 
be Secretary of Defense. I mean, Iran 
arguably could be considered to be the 
greatest foe that is out there for the 
United States, recognizing the capa-
bilities they are going to have and the 
statements they have made about the 
United States of America. That is 
frightening. 

So those are the reasons I was con-
cerned initially about this nomina-
tion—and I think it has been said and 
said very well by the Senator from Mis-
sissippi, who went over all the details— 
and I think it is something that has to 
be looked at and looked at seriously. 

The idea that this process of requir-
ing a 60 vote margin is new at a Cabi-
net level—I mentioned that a very 
prominent leftwing television station 
was talking about that over and over 
again, that this has never happened, 
there has never been a Cabinet position 
that has been filibustered. First of all, 
it is not filibustering. We know that 
because we heard that from John 
Kerry, JOE BIDEN, and all the rest of 
the people who have been concerned 
about the fact that there is something 
improper about cloture when it comes 
to nominees. There is nothing more im-
portant than a President nominating 
someone for these Cabinet positions, 
and it is very common that they are 
questioned by the opposition, by an op-
position party to the President in the 
Senate. We are the ones who have that 
constitutional responsibility. 

I remember because I was sitting 
here when Kathleen Sebelius went 
through the same thing. She, obvi-
ously, had to finally have a 60-vote 
margin. John Bryson, Secretary of 
Commerce—I remember what he went 
through. Also, I recall very well Miguel 
Estrada. I remember being down here 
with Miguel Estrada, and they rejected 
him seven different times. They re-
quired a 60-vote margin. He always got 
in the fifties. The highest he got was 
55. But he was rejected. 

So what we are saying is that this is 
not anything unusual. We all know 
about Dirk Kempthorne and Steven 
Johnson. Steven Johnson happened to 
be an appointee of Republican Presi-
dent Bush, yet he was a Democrat, and 
he was one where finally we were able 
to get the 60 votes. We got 61 votes. So, 
again, there is nothing unusual about 
this. 

My only plea is that we consider 
some of the things that are in the 
background of this nominee to be Sec-
retary of Defense, as has been stated 
before. The fact that he is one of only 
two who were against sanctions in 
Iran, one of only four who opposed des-

ignating the Iranian Revolutionary 
Guard as terrorists, one of only four 
who refused to sign a letter of soli-
darity with Israel, and the fact that— 
and I do applaud and appreciate the 
chairman of the committee for allow-
ing Senator CRUZ to show the video of 
an interview on Al Jazeera—Senator 
Hagel agreed with the comment that 
Israel made war crimes or the state-
ment that Israel committed sickening 
slaughters and that America is the 
world’s bully. These all underscore the 
fact that Senator Hagel is not the kind 
of person we need as Secretary of De-
fense for the United States of America. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. First, on the question of 

whether this is a filibuster, under our 
rules Senators have a right to speak 
and debate as long as they want until 
60 Senators decide it is time to end de-
bate. That is the definition, under our 
rules, of a filibuster. And that is the 
right of Senators to engage in. That is 
not the issue, as to whether it is right; 
the issue is whether it is now time to 
end debate. Under our rules, in order to 
bring debate to an end, where Senators 
insist on continuing a debate unless 60 
Senators vote to end it, this is what 
this vote will be about at noon—wheth-
er we want to bring this debate to an 
end. Why? Well, first of all, we need a 
Secretary of Defense. But before we 
can get a Secretary of Defense, there 
has to be a vote on the nomination 
itself. The vote at noon will be a vote 
as to whether we want to bring this de-
bate to an end so that we can, at a 
later time—hopefully today—then vote 
on the nomination itself. That is a ma-
jority vote, not 60 votes. In fact, the 
final vote on either a nominee or on a 
bill is always a majority vote. The 60 
votes comes into play when Senators 
say: We are not going to end debate. 
We have a right to talk as long as we 
want in the Senate until 60 Senators 
vote to end it. And we demand that 
vote of 60 Senators takes place to see if 
there are 60 Senators who want to end 
debate. That is called cloture. That is 
what we will be voting on at noon. 
That is the very definition of a fili-
buster, under our rules. 

So it is not unusual, as the Senator 
from Oklahoma says, for there to be a 
demand for a cloture vote on positions 
in the Cabinet. That has happened be-
fore. But what has never happened is 
that that has been insisted upon for a 
nomination to be Secretary of Defense. 
That is what is unusual. 

It seems to me it is essential now 
that we get to the vote on the nomina-
tion itself, which will come later on 
today—again, I hope—and the only way 
to do that is if we vote to end the de-
bate on this nomination, which is what 
will take place at noon. Whether there 
will be 60 votes, we will find out at 
noon, but hopefully there will be be-
cause this is a position which needs to 
be filled. 

There have been many 
misstatements about quotes of Senator 
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Hagel. Obviously, not all of the state-
ments that have been attributed to 
him are misstatements, but some of 
them are. Just one of them we heard 
earlier this morning was about the fact 
that he has talked about the sickening 
slaughter by the Israelis in the case of 
Lebanon. So here is the quote, and it 
was a full speech. It was on C–SPAN. 
The quote is—and this involves the 
issue of Lebanon—‘‘The sickening 
slaughter on both sides must end.’’ So 
what Senator Hagel was bemoaning 
was the loss of lives on both sides. I 
would hope that decent people every-
where would bemoan the massive loss 
of lives on both sides that occurred 
during those events in Lebanon. I was 
there, and I saw what happened—the 
huge loss of life. So he was bemoaning 
the sickening slaughter on both sides 
and saying it must end and calling on 
President Bush to call for an imme-
diate cease-fire. I find nothing rep-
rehensible about such a call. 

This has been a debate which has 
raised a lot of issues, but, to me, some 
of the most compelling arguments have 
been made by former Secretaries of De-
fense and State urging that we approve 
and confirm Senator Hagel. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD let-
ters of support to which I will refer. At 
an earlier time, they were made part of 
the RECORD, but it is important that 
they be made a part of the RECORD of 
today’s debate and not just previous 
debates. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DECEMBER 20, 2012. 
Ambassadors’ Open Letter: Senator Hagel 

Impeccable Choice for Defense Secretary 
We support, most strongly and without 

qualification, President Obama’s reported in-
tention to nominate Senator Chuck Hagel to 
be the next secretary of defense. Each of us 
has known the senator over the past twenty 
years and has found him invariably one of 
the best informed leaders in the U.S. Con-
gress on the issues of U.S. national security. 
Senator Hagel’s credentials for the job are 
impeccable. As a decorated Vietnam veteran, 
an extremely successful entrepreneur in the 
private sector and as a two-term senator, he 
brings unusually high qualifications and ex-
periences to the Department of Defense at 
this time of budget constraint and chal-
lenges to reshape America’s military power 
while keeping it strong for the coming dec-
ades. 

Senator Hagel’s political courage has im-
pressed us all. He has stood and argued pub-
licly for what he believes is best for the 
United States. When he was attacked for op-
posing the war in Iraq as ‘‘unpatriotic,’’ he 
replied, ‘‘To question your government is not 
unpatriotic—to not question your govern-
ment is unpatriotic.’’ 

Time and again he chose to take the path 
of standing up for our nation over political 
expediency. He has always supported the pil-
lars of American foreign policy—such as: a 
strong NATO and Atlantic partnership; a 
commitment to the security of Israel, as a 
friend and ally; a determination to stop the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons; and the de-
fense of human rights as a core principle of 
America’s role in the world. 

Each of us has had the opportunity to work 
with Senator Hagel at one time or another 

on the issues of the Middle East. He has in-
variably demonstrated strong support for 
Israel and for a two state solution and has 
been opposed to those who would undermine 
or threaten Israel’s security. 

We can think of few more qualified, more 
non-partisan, more courageous or better 
equipped to head the Department of Defense 
at this critical moment in strengthening 
America’s role in the world. If he is nomi-
nated, we urge the speedy confirmation of 
Senator Hagel’s appointment. 

Sincerely, 
Nicholas Burns, former Under Secretary 

of State for Political Affairs, Ambas-
sador to NATO and Greece; Ryan 
Crocker, former Ambassador to Iraq 
and Afghanistan; Edward Djerejian, 
former Ambassador to Israel and Syria; 
William Harrop, former Ambassador to 
Israel; Daniel Kurtzer, former Ambas-
sador to Israel and Egypt; Sam Lewis, 
former Ambassador to Israel; William 
H. Luers, former Ambassador to Ven-
ezuela and Czechoslovakia; Thomas R. 
Pickering, former Under Secretary of 
State for Political Affairs, Ambassador 
to Israel and Russia; Frank G. Wisner, 
former Under Secretary of Defense for 
Policy, Ambassador to Egypt and 
India. 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, January 24, 2013. 

Re Support Senator Hagel’s Nomination 
DEAR COLLEAGUE: I wanted to share the at-

tached letter from thirteen former Secre-
taries of Defense, Secretaries of State, and 
National Security Advisors in support of 
Senator Hagel’s nomination for Secretary of 
Defense. 

These eminent national security experts 
advised Presidents Reagan, George H.W. 
Bush, Clinton, and George W. Bush on a host 
of international matters. 

I hope that you will take a moment to re-
view their letter as you consider Senator 
Hagel’s nomination. 

Sincerely, 
JACK REED, 

U.S. Senator. 

JANUARY 24, 2013. 
TO MEMBERS OF THE U.S. SENATE: We, as 

former Secretaries of State, Defense, and Na-
tional Security Advisors, are writing to ex-
press our strong endorsement of Chuck Hagel 
to be the next Secretary of Defense. 

Chuck Hagel has an impeccable record of 
public service that reflects leadership, integ-
rity, and a keen reading of global dynamics. 
From his time as Deputy Veterans Adminis-
trator managing a quarter of a million em-
ployees during the Reagan presidency, to 
turning around the financially troubled 
World USO, to shepherding the post–9/11 GI 
Bill into law as a United States Senator, and 
most recently through his service on the De-
fense Policy Board at the Pentagon and as 
co-Chairman of the President’s Intelligence 
Advisory Board, Chuck Hagel is uniquely 
qualified to meet the challenges facing the 
Department of Defense and our men and 
women in uniform. As President Obama 
noted in announcing the nomination, this 
twice-wounded combat veteran ‘‘is a cham-
pion of our troops and our veterans and our 
military families’’ and would have the dis-
tinction of being the first person of enlisted 
rank and the first Vietnam veteran to serve 
as Secretary of Defense. 

His approach to national security and de-
bates about the use of American power is 
marked by a disciplined habit of thoughtful-
ness that is sorely needed and these qualities 
will serve him well as Secretary of Defense 
at a time when the United States must ad-

dress a range of international issues that are 
unprecedented in scope. Our extensive expe-
rience working with Senator Hagel over the 
years has left us confident that he has the 
necessary background to succeed in the job 
of leading the largest federal agency. 

Hagel has declared that we ‘‘knew we need-
ed the world’s best military not because we 
wanted war but because we wanted to pre-
vent war.’’ For those of us honored to have 
served as members of a president’s national 
security team, Senator Hagel clearly under-
stands the essence and the burdens of leader-
ship required of this high office. We hope this 
Committee and the U.S. Senate will prompt-
ly and favorably act on his nomination. 

Sincerely, 
Hon. Madeleine Albright, former Sec-

retary of State; Hon. Samuel Berger, 
former National Security Advisor; Hon. 
Harold Brown, former Secretary of De-
fense; Hon. Zbigniew Brzezinski, 
former National Security Advisor; Hon. 
William Cohen, former Secretary of 
Defense; Hon. Robert Gates, former 
Secretary of Defense; Hon. James 
Jones, former National Security Advi-
sor; Hon. Melvin Laird, former Sec-
retary of Defense; Hon. Robert McFar-
lane, former National Security Advi-
sor; Hon. William Perry, former Sec-
retary of Defense; Hon. Colin Powell, 
former Secretary of State and National 
Security Advisor; Hon. George Shultz, 
former Secretary of State; Hon. Brent 
Scowcroft, former National Security 
Advisor. 

NON COMMISSIONED OFFICERS ASSO-
CIATION OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA, 

Alexandria, VA, January 22, 2013. 
Hon. CARL LEVIN, Chairman, 
Hon. JAMES M. INHOFE, Ranking Member, 
Committee on Armed Services, U.S. Senate, Rus-

sell Senate Office Building, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN LEVIN AND RANKING MEM-
BER INHOFE: The Non Commissioned Officers 
Association of the USA (NCOA) strongly sup-
ports the appointment of The Honorable 
Chuck Hagel to be Secretary of Defense. 

The association’s membership is comprised 
of current and former enlisted members of 
the active duty military, Guard and Reserve 
Components to include all elements of the 
United States Coast Guard. The members of 
NCOA share a common experience with Sen-
ator Hagel who personally experienced the 
rigors of military service to include combat 
in the Vietnam War. 

His military service including being twice 
wounded in action has instilled the values of 
service and personal sacrifice and for which 
he knows well the human cost of war. 

He has been an advocate for Soldiers, Ma-
rines, Sailors, Airmen, and Coasties to en-
sure the training and equipage of America’s 
21st Century Military Force to coincide with 
a solid revised Defense posture to meet con-
ventional and unconventional world chal-
lenges. 

Senator Hagel has also championed per-
sonnel issues relating to combat dwell time, 
force protection, transition issues including 
electronic medical issues, preparation for fu-
ture employment and training, veterans ben-
efits including enhancements to Post 9/11 
educational benefits. He also recognizes the 
value and sacrifice of families of the men 
and women who serve in this nation’s Uni-
formed Services. 

The NCOA has no hesitation in asking that 
Senator Hagel receive an expeditious hearing 
that confirms his confirmation to be the 
next Secretary of Defense. This Association 
recognizes the challenges that will be faced 
as Secretary of Defense and believe Senator 
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Hagel is well qualified to lead the Depart-
ment of Defense. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD C. SCHNEIDER, 

Executive Director for Government Affairs. 

AMVETS, 
Lanham, Md, January 8, 2013. 

AMVETS NATIONAL COMMANDER AP-
PROVES DEFENSE SECRETARY NOMI-
NATION 

This afternoon, AMVETS National Com-
mander Cleve Geer endorsed President 
Barack Obama’s nomination of Chuck Hagel 
as the next Secretary of Defense. Obama an-
nounced the nomination yesterday, Jan. 7, 
2013. 

‘‘AMVETS fully supports President 
Obama’s nomination of Chuck Hagel for the 
future Secretary of Defense,’’ said Geer. ‘‘As 
a veterans service organization, AMVETS’ 
main mission is to serve as an advocate for 
veterans, their families and the community 
in which they live. I am confident that 
former Sen. Hagel will utilize his experience 
and understanding of America’s military to 
lead this nation’s troops and the Department 
of Defense.’’ 

If confirmed by the Senate, Hagel will be 
the first infantryman to serve as the Sec-
retary of Defense. He will replace current 
Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta, who has 
been in this position since 2011. Hagel’s expe-
rience ranges from serving in the Army dur-
ing the Vietnam War to representing Ne-
braska as a senator. 

About AMVETS: 
A leader since 1944 in preserving the free-

doms secured by America’s armed forces, 
AMVETS provides support for veterans and 
the active military in procuring their earned 
entitlements, as well as community service 
and legislative reform that enhances the 
quality of life for this nation’s citizens and 
veterans alike. AMVETS is one of the largest 
congressionally-chartered veterans’ service 
organizations in the United States, and in-
cludes members from each branch of the 
military, including the National Guard and 
Reserves. 

To learn more, visit: www.amvets.org. 

CHUCK HAGEL WOULD MAKE AN OUTSTANDING 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

JANUARY 16, 2013. 
Hon. CARL LEVIN, 
Chairman, 
Hon. JAMES M. INHOFE, 
Ranking Member, Committee on Armed Services, 

U.S. Senate, Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN LEVIN AND RANKING MEM-
BER INHOFE: While some of our organizations 
cannot recommend whom the President 
should appoint to his cabinet, we believe 
that Senator Chuck Hagel would make an 
outstanding Secretary of Defense, and is 
uniquely qualified to lead the men and 
women of America’s Armed Forces. 

Chuck Hagel is a true patriot who volun-
teered to fight in the war of his generation 
when he could easily have opted for a safe as-
signment. Twice wounded in the service of 
our nation, this combat veteran knows first- 
hand what it means to wear the uniform, 
what it means when the nation sends its 
young people to war, and the price that our 
Soldiers, Sailors, Airmen and Marines some-
times pay in our defense. 

He has fought with and for our troops his 
entire adult life: as a 21-year-old infantry 
sergeant in Vietnam; as the deputy head of 
the VA who pushed for Agent Orange Bene-
fits and for the Vietnam Veterans Memorial; 
as the President of the USO; and as a U.S. 
Senator who coauthored the Post–9/11 GI 
Bill. As Secretary of Defense he will be a 

strong advocate of preparing servicemen and 
women for a smooth transition from the 
military to the VA system, including mak-
ing jobs and training, and efficient elec-
tronic records a top priority. His door would 
always be open to veterans’ service organiza-
tions. 

Chuck Hagel knows that, while military 
force in defense of the nation is unfortu-
nately sometimes necessary, decisions con-
cerning war and peace, life and death, never 
should be undertaken lightly. This is the 
least that we can ask of our leaders. 

The President has said that ‘‘in Chuck 
Hagel our troops see a decorated combat vet-
eran of character and strength. They see one 
of their own. Chuck is a champion of our 
troops and our veterans and our military 
families.’’ ‘‘Chuck knows that war is not an 
abstraction. He understands that sending 
young Americans to fight and bleed in the 
dirt and mud, that’s something we only do 
when it’s absolutely necessary.’’ As veterans, 
we could not agree more. As the nation com-
memorates the 50th anniversary of the Viet-
nam War, it is fitting and proper that the 
next Secretary of Defense should be a wound-
ed and decorated veteran of that conflict— 
the first Vietnam veteran and the first en-
listed man to hold this post. 

Sincerely, 
STEWART M. HICKEY, 

Executive Director. 

Mr. LEVIN. The first letter is a let-
ter of 11 Ambassadors, including four 
former Ambassadors to Israel, in which 
these Ambassadors say that Senator 
Hagel ‘‘has always supported the pil-
lars of American foreign policy—such 
as a strong NATO and Atlantic part-
nership; a commitment to the security 
of Israel, as a friend and ally . . . ’’ 

The second letter is from 13 former 
Secretaries of Defense, State, and Na-
tional Security Advisers, including a 
number of Republicans who served in 
Republican administrations. Part of 
their letter reads as follows: 

His approach to national security and de-
bates about the use of American power is 
marked by a disciplined habit of thoughtful-
ness that is sorely needed. 

It also says: 
Our extensive experience working with 

Senator Hagel over the years has left us con-
fident that he has the necessary background 
to succeed in the job of leading the Depart-
ment of Defense. 

These, again, are 13 former Secre-
taries of Defense. 

Then there is a series of letters that 
came in from veterans organizations. 
These are elegant pleas for Senator 
Hagel to be confirmed. 

This is from the Non Commissioned 
Officers Association of the United 
States: 

Senator Hagel has championed personnel 
issues relating to combat dwell time, force 
protection, transition issues including elec-
tronic medical issues, preparation for future 
employment and training . . . He also recog-
nizes the value and sacrifice of families of 
the men and women who serve in this Na-
tion’s Uniformed Services. 

This is from AMVETS: 
AMVETS fully supports President Obama’s 

nomination of Chuck Hagel for the future 
Secretary of Defense. As a veterans service 
organization, AMVETS’ main mission is to 
serve as an advocate for veterans, their fami-
lies and the community in which they live. I 

am confident that former Senator Hagel will 
utilize his experience and understanding of 
America’s military to lead this nation’s 
troops and the Department of Defense. 

In terms of Israel and in terms of 
Iran, I wish to read a couple of state-
ments of Senator Hagel and about Sen-
ator Hagel—first in terms of his state-
ments about Iran. In his 2008 book, he 
said: 

At its core, there will always be a special 
and historic bond with Israel, exemplified by 
our continued commitment to Israel’s de-
fense. 

And this is a statement made by an 
Israeli Deputy Foreign Minister whose 
name is Danny Ayalon. This is what he 
said just recently: 

Senator Hagel believes in the natural part-
nership between Israel and the United 
States. Senator Hagel is proud of the volume 
of defense relations between Israel and the 
United States, which are so important for 
both countries. Hagel is a true American Pa-
triot and the support America gives Israel is 
in America’s interest, so I am optimistic. 

Relative to Iran, this is what Senator 
Hagel has said about Iran: 

Iran poses a significant threat to the 
United States, our allies and partners, and 
our interests in the region and globally. Iran 
continues to pursue an illicit nuclear pro-
gram that threatens to provoke a regional 
arms race and undermine the global non-
proliferation regime. Iran is one of the main 
state sponsors of terrorism and could spark 
conflict, including against U.S. personnel 
and interests. 

He has also said that he is ‘‘fully 
committed to President Obama’s goal 
of preventing Iran from obtaining a nu-
clear weapon,’’ and he has said that 
‘‘all options must be on the table to 
achieve that goal.’’ He specifically said 
that his policy will be that of the 
President’s policy—one of prevention 
and not containment. 

Relative to sequestration—and we 
are facing sequestration—Senator 
Hagel has said the following, which is 
also what Secretary Panetta has said. 

Sequestration, if allowed to occur, would 
damage our readiness, our people and our 
military families. It would result in the 
grounding of aircraft and returning ships to 
port, reducing the Department’s global pres-
ence and ability to rapidly respond to con-
tingencies. Vital training would be reduced 
by half of current plans and the Department 
would be unable to reset equipment from Af-
ghanistan in a timely manner. The Depart-
ment would reduce training and mainte-
nance for nondeploying units and would be 
forced to reduce procurement of vital weap-
on systems and suffer the subsequent sched-
ule delays and price increases. Civilian em-
ployees would be furloughed. All these ef-
fects negatively impact long-term readiness 
as well. It would send a terrible signal to our 
military and our civilian workforce, to those 
we hope to recruit, and to both our allies and 
adversaries around the world. 

Mr. President, we must end this un-
certainty about this position. It is time 
for us to end this debate, and that is 
what we will be voting on now. Later 
on there will be a vote on whether to 
confirm Senator Hagel. The vote now is 
whether to bring this debate to an end. 
I hope we will do so and get on to the 
nomination vote. 
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I yield the floor, as I think it is noon 

and time for a vote. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, let me 

just say everything has been said, not 
everyone has said it. However, I would 
like to make sure everyone under-
stands the actual statements were 
made by the former Senator Hagel in 
terms of the relationship of our coun-
try with Israel and Iran prior to the 
time he was nominated because many 
of those statements were changed at 
that time. 

I encourage a ‘‘no’’ vote. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

has expired. 
CLOTURE MOTION 

Under the previous order, the clerk 
will report the motion to invoke clo-
ture. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on the nomination 
of Charles Timothy Hagel, of Nebraska, to be 
Secretary of Defense. 

Harry Reid, Patrick J. Leahy, Sheldon 
Whitehouse, Barbara Boxer, Al 
Franken, Christopher A. Coons, Jack 
Reed, Carl Levin, Kirsten E. Gillibrand, 
Claire McCaskill, Robert P. Casey, Jr., 
Richard Blumenthal, Tom Harkin, 
Dianne Feinstein, Bill Nelson, Jeanne 
Shaheen, Sherrod Brown. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum 
call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the nomination 
of Charles Timothy Hagel, of Nebraska, 
to be Secretary of Defense shall be 
brought to a close on reconsideration? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from New Jersey (Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG) and the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. UDALL) are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
HEITKAMP). Are there any oher Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 71, 
nays 27, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 23 Ex.] 

YEAS—71 

Alexander 
Ayotte 
Baldwin 
Baucus 
Begich 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt 
Boxer 
Brown 
Burr 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coons 
Corker 

Cowan 
Donnelly 
Durbin 
Feinstein 
Flake 
Franken 
Gillibrand 
Graham 
Hagan 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Heinrich 
Heitkamp 
Hirono 
Johanns 
Johnson (SD) 
Kaine 
King 
Klobuchar 
Landrieu 
Leahy 

Levin 
Manchin 
McCain 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Nelson 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shaheen 
Shelby 

Stabenow 
Tester 
Thune 

Udall (NM) 
Warner 
Warren 

Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—27 

Barrasso 
Boozman 
Coats 
Cornyn 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Enzi 
Fischer 
Grassley 

Heller 
Hoeven 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johnson (WI) 
Kirk 
Lee 
McConnell 
Moran 

Paul 
Portman 
Risch 
Roberts 
Rubio 
Scott 
Toomey 
Vitter 
Wicker 

NOT VOTING—2 

Lautenberg Udall (CO) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 71 and the nays are 
27. Upon reconsideration, three-fifths 
of the Senators duly chosen and sworn 
having voted in the affirmative, the 
motion is agreed to. 

The majority leader. 
Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that following the 
recess for the weekly party con-
ferences, the time until 4:30 p.m. be 
equally divided in the usual form and 
that at 4:30 p.m. all postcloture time be 
yielded back and the Senate proceed to 
vote on the nomination of Chuck 
Hagel, without intervening action or 
debate; the motion to reconsider be 
considered made and laid upon the 
table, with no intervening action or de-
bate; that no further motions be in 
order; that President Obama be imme-
diately notified of the Senate’s action, 
and the Senate then resume legislative 
session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
f 

RECESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 2:15 p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:37 p.m., 
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Ms. BALDWIN). 

f 

NOMINATION OF CHARLES TIM-
OTHY HAGEL TO BE SECRETARY 
OF DEFENSE—Continued 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the time until 4:30 
p.m. will be equally divided in the 
usual form. 

The Senator from Illinois. 
TRIP TO UGANDA, DJIBOUTI, AND BAHRAIN 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, as 
everyone in the Senate knows, and peo-
ple across the United States, with the 
sad passing of Senator Daniel Inouye in 
December, there were a number of 
changes that were made in the Senate 
Appropriations Committee—a com-
mittee which Senator Inouye skillfully 
chaired until his passing. He also 
chaired the Defense Appropriations 
Subcommittee and served our Nation 
with the kind of leadership that only a 
person with his distinguished military 
service could give. 

With this unfortunate change of 
events, I found myself unexpectedly in 

a new role as chairman of the Defense 
Appropriations Subcommittee. I never 
would have guessed 2 months before 
that it was even in the realm of possi-
bility. Given this new role, I thought it 
was appropriate and worthwhile during 
the recent recess to take a firsthand 
look at some of what our military is 
doing in an often overlooked part of 
the world—Africa—and in the nearby 
gulf. 

Before I go any further, let me note 
how impressed I always am on these 
trips that no matter where we go in 
any corner of the world, there is an 
outpost of America’s finest—our diplo-
matic personnel serving on the front 
lines and representing the best of our 
values. They are often joined by Amer-
ican development and military per-
sonnel, helping to improve the lives of 
host nation populations, providing 
training and security in the area. 

I want to thank all of the Ambas-
sadors, their staff, and others who 
made great personal sacrifice to make 
my recent short, quick visit a great 
success. 

My first stop last week was Uganda— 
a good friend of the United States lo-
cated in a difficult neighborhood of 
central Africa. Many know that Ugan-
da was recognized around the world for 
its early efforts to stem the spread of 
AIDS at a time when many other Afri-
can nations were in complete denial. 
Some of that progress has waned over 
the years, but there has been a renewed 
effort to rebuild on earlier success. 

Uganda is also helping to lead nego-
tiations with various factions involved 
in the violence in eastern Congo, also 
known as the rape capital of the world. 
Last year, the armed rebel group M23 
overran key parts of this eastern 
Congo, bringing further human suf-
fering to an already scarred part of Af-
rica. I want to acknowledge the con-
structive role Uganda has played in 
moving these talks forward. 

Uganda is also home—originally—to 
the horrific actions of the Lord’s Re-
sistance Army, an army group led by a 
messianic and violent warlord named 
Joseph Kony. Kony and the LRA’s bru-
tality were once again in the spotlight 
last year when the group Invisible Chil-
dren launched an online video detailing 
more than 20 years of brutal LRA vio-
lence, including murder, rape, kidnap-
ping, and the dragooning of child sol-
diers. To date, this video has had al-
most 100 million viewers. 

In Uganda, I had the chance to meet 
with two impressive people who were 
victims of the Lord’s Resistance Army. 
They witnessed some horrific acts. 

One young man met with us at the 
Ambassador’s residence. This Lord’s 
Resistance Army invaded his village, 
dragged all the young men out, put 
them in a circle, and said: You are 
about to become soldiers in the army. 
Before you become soldiers, though, 
you will be asked to kill your family. 

Many of them could not believe it. 
This young man said he was praying 
they would spare his father. They 
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